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·The findings of the study in brief: 
1. Poverty is widely perceived by those commonly defined as poor 
to be a social and economic malaise affecting most, rather than 
merely some, residents of their immediate neighborhoods. This 
point of view is subscribed to by residents of poverty neighborhoods 
irrespective of their marital status, level of education, and 
economic condition, by and large. 
2. The causes of poverty are seen by resid.ents of poverty neigh-
borhoods as being multi-faceted, rather than simplistic. This 
impression is widely shared by most familial and economic 
groupings, although for somewhat different reasons which all re-
late to the realities of social and economic life. 
J, Remedies to the causes and afflictions of poverty are seen as 
necessarily varied. More jobs are a slight favorite over more 
education and additional job training for the alleviation of 
poverty's cause and effect. Subscription to this general premise 
was broadest on the basis of the race and sex of respondents, but 
evoked demurrers primarily on the basis of respondents' age, 
education, and family size. 
4. Governmental assistance generally is preferred over private in 
alleviating the incidence and impace of poverty. This preference 
derives from the widespread association of poverty in the minds 
of respondents with long-term difficulties, which public -- as 
against private -- forms of assistance are better capable of 
ameliorating. It is a preference widely supported irrespective 
of the sex, race, marital or familial status, or economic con-
dition or respondents. Private assistance is also regarded as 
useful, but more limitedly, 
5. The effects of poverty are seen principally in terms of \>~hat it 
does to children. Concern about the social and health conse-
quences of poverty closely riva~the economic in the minds of 
those interviewed, in the main. 
6. More jobs and more training for jobs are the preferred antidotes 
to poverty. Support for this twin remedy is widely rooted in the 
social and economic conditions of respondents. Better housint; 
is less preferred in a remedial sense. 
7. Families residing in poverty neighborhoods are very willing to 
participate in programs whose object is the alleviation of 
poverty. 
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BACKGROUND 
Between March and May, 1965, 1112 families residing in nineteen 
census tracts in the City of Omaha were interviewed through the 
facilities of the Urban Studies Center of the Municipal University of 
Omaha with respect to various characteristics of their income, corn-
position, and opinion as these items related to understanding the status 
of the econornica1ly underprivileged in their neighborhoods. The pur-
pose of these interviews was to facilitate preparation of a community 
action program in Omaha capable of attacking some of the root causes 
of poverty and improving the conditions, present and future, of those 
families who were its victims. Quite obviously, improvement in econ-
omic conditions through appropriate policy decisions is dependent upon 
a diagnosis of the current character of those conditions. In great 
degree this diagnosis could be accomplished only through interviews 
>•li th poverty families. These families were drawn from a sample of the 
population residing in the census tracts in which, according to infor-
mation made available in the 1960 census for Omaha, ten percent or 
more of the fam.1lie(3 .earned $)000 or less annually, and ten percent or 
more of the single persons earned $1500 or less during a like period. 
(A family is defined here as two or more persons living together and 
comprising a single household). 
The sample was in part derived by random means, but in order to 
insure sufficient geographical representation ernbraGed ~ll tracts 
deemed reflective of the incidence of poverty, according to federal 
governmental criteria. Approximately a five percent snrnple of Grnaha's 
economically impoverished families was acquired by this means for 
the study. The study was requested by Greater Omaha Community Action, 
Inc., the officially designated agency in Omaha for the discharge of 
community-level responsibilities under the terms of the ~conornic 
Opportunity Act passed by Congress in 1964. It is felt that the 
selection system utilized in building this study has afforded a 
representative cross-section of the residents of the selected census 
tracts. 
In nine cases out of ten the interviews were held with either the 
head of the household or his spouse (91.4% of all families interviewed). 
vlhile the attempt was made to obtain interviews with the heads of 
household.s or their spouses in all instances, this proved not to be 
altogether feasible. Nevertheless, the high incidence of success 
which was experienced in pursuit of this goal suggests that the infor-
mation derived in the interviews was on the whole quite accurate. 
Worthy of' note here is the fact that the questionnaire consisted of 
eighteen opinion questions and eighteen questions which dealt with 
aspects of fa.mily composition, income, and education. 
An analysis of the characteristics of the 1112 families in'.:e~·viewed 
is contained in the tables which immediately follow. In Table I a 
breakdown is provided of the poverty families by age; in ·rable II, 
the marital status of their heads; in Table III, by the level of 
educational attainment of their heads; and in Table IV, by family size 
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and race. With respect to age, it may be noted, just slightly more 
than half of all families were comprised of heads who were not yet 50 
years old. Slightly more than one-quarter of all families were com-
prised of heads whose age ranged between 50 and 69 years of age. This 
situation would appear incontestably to demonstrate the prevalence and 
persistence of poverty in what normally is adjudged the most economically 
productive time span of a wage-earner's life, 
Table I 
AGES OF HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS OR SPOUSES IN POVERTY FAMILIES 
Age GrouR Number Percent 
Under 20 37 3.3 
20-29 219 19.7 
30-39 209 18.8 
40-49 159 14.3 
50-59 173 15.6 
60-69 123 11.1 
70 or over 149 lJ.4 
No Response 43 J.9 
TOTAL 1112 100.0 
The marital status of the heads of families included in this study 
is set forth in Table II. This information suggests the preponderance 
of unbroken families, ~. of husbands living with spouses, embracing 
three-fifths of all households designated as living in poverty. It 
suggests, too, the incidence of separation, divorce, and widowhood, 
as well as of single persons, among families in poverty circumstances. 
Together, these characteristics attached singly or in combination to 
only two poverty families in five. While these characteristics ~ere 
larger in their frequency of occurrence in relation to poverty f8mllies 
than they were for all families in Omaha, they were less evident in 
their incidence among Omaha's poverty families than among like families 
in many other cities across the United. States. 
Single 
~larried 
Separated 
Widowed 
Divorced 
No Response 
TOTAL 
Table II 
MARITAL STATUS OF HEADS OF POVERTY FAMILIES 
Number 
98 
679 
73 
174 
67 
21 
1112 
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Percent 
6.8 
61.1 
6.6 
15.6 
6.0 
1.9 
100.0 
From Table III it may benoted that the level of educational 
attainment of the heads of poverty families clusters quite predominately 
below the twelfth grade. Nearly one-third of all family heads com-
pleted no more than eight years of school; approximately three-fifths 
failed. to complete high school or its equivalent ( 1. e., twelve years 
of education). Interestingly, almost two out of every five family 
heads did complete high school or its equivalent. As will be made 
clear subsequently, minimal educational attainments have consistently 
correlated directly with minimal earnings. Those families sustaining 
the lowest incomes invariable have received (so far as the head, or 
principal wage earner, is concerned) the lowest incomes. 
Table III 
LEVEL OF EDUCATION OF HEADS OF POVERTY FAMILIES 
Years of Schooling* 
0-5 
6-8 
9-11 
12 
No Response 
TOTAL 
Number 
100 
259 
290 
428 
35 
1112 
Percent 
9.0 
23.3 
26.1 
38.5 
3.1 
100.0 
* Does not include college, vocational, or technical training. Of 
those interviewed, 64 had had some vocational or technical training, 
90 had some college work, and 30 were college graduates. 
Table IV provides a detailed breakdown of the racial composition 
of the poverty families comprising this study, and of the sizes of 
these families. Distribution of these families by race was numerically 
almost equal, there being 595 Caucasian households and 517 Negro 
households which derived from the sampling process commented upon 
previously. With respect to the sizes of these families, it may be 
noted from the same table that while there were more Negro households 
with ten or more children than there were Caucasian households of the 
same size, the actual distribution of family sizes is rather similar 
for each race. Particuiltarly is this similarity evident if the spread 
of family sizes is considered in relation to the total number of 
families of each race in the study. 
Table IV 
RACIAL AND RAMILY DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY HOUSEHOLDS 
Race Number of Children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Caucasian (595 families) 76 63 57 38 28 13 2 5 1· 1 
Negro (517 families) 45 53 53 40 25 27 10 10 2 .:2 J 1 (557 families either had no children or did not supply 
reliable information on this question). 
-3-
The Problem - Perception of the Scope of Poverty As Seen by Poverty 
Families 
As indicated previously, the ptt~pose of the study whose findings 
are set forth in these pages was to gather information which could 
throw light on the scope and meaning of poverty, and the most appro-
priate ways to correct it, as seen by the poverty families themselves, 
Such information was deemed necessary by the architects of Omaha's 
efforts to ameliorate poverty particularly as a basis for preparing a 
community action program which would hopefully introduce corrective 
policies most likely to reflect the sentiments, and viewpoints, and 
preferences of those for whom such a program was intended. This 
consultative arrangement between the needy and their governmental 
samaritans, indeed has been specifically insisted upon by the provisions 
of the Economic Opportunity Act. 
To acquire this necessary information the selected families in 
poverty areas were asked eighteen opinion auestions pertaining to their 
economic situation and its consequences for them. The first question 
was, "Do You Feel 'l'here Are a Lot of Poor People in Your Neighborhood?"; 
Its purpose was to draw out from them whatever conscious expressions 
of concern or lack of concern they may have held regarding their 
economic situation generally, and the manner in which they viewed the 
economic situation of thses living around them. The presence or 
extent of any sense of "poverty class consciousness" likewise was 
sought from those being interviewed. Responses to this question have 
been correlated with the age, marital status, number of children, sex, 
race, type of employment, educational level, and home-ovmer or home-
renting status of respondents. Results are set forth in Table V. 
Table V 
PERCEPI'ION OF NEIGHBORHOOD POVER'rY BY POVER'rY HOUSEHOLDS INTERVIEHED, 
\<liTH RESPONSES CORRELATED ACCORDING ·:ro SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
~lari tal Status 
Never l•larried 
Married and 
Living with 
Husband 
Married and 
Separated 
Widowed 
Perception of Poverty 
All or Many Families 
Poor 
57" 8.2% 
424 60.8 
56 8.0 
115 16.5 
Divorced (Total)6~1 6.5 
Age (in :tears) 
0-30 278 40.5 
31-49 104 15.2 
-4-
Some Families Few or No 
Poor Families Poor 
2* 
34 
2 
10 
_l 
51 
17 
13 
3.9% 
66.7 
3.9 
19.6 
5-9 
34.o 
26.0 
27* 
148 
9 
30 
:_u 
227 
108 
29 
4.0 
1).2 
5-7 
49.3 
13.2 
Selected Factors Perce~tion of Povertl Some Families Few or No 
of Respondent All or Many Families Poor Families Poor 
Families Poor 
Age(in years) continued 
50-64 164 2;3.9 lG 2Q.O 44- 2Q.l 
65 1JlUS 140 26.4 10 20.0 __]§_ 17.4 (Total) b8b 50 219 
Number of Children 
l-2 153 21.6 11 21.6 59 25.9 
3-5 149 21.1 10 19.6 55 24.1 
6 plus 53 7.5 5 9.8 11 4.8 
0 or no answer ill 49.8 £5. 49.0 1.Q1 45.2 (Total) 707 51 228 
Sex 
Nale 296 42.9 23 44.1 96 42.8 
Female t~r 57.1 28 5 • 9 128 57.2 (Total) 51 224 
Race 
Caucasian 326 48.2 32 62.7 159 70.9 
Negro ~ 51.8 12. 37.3 2~4 29.1 (Total) 9 51 
Status of Em~lolment 
Employed 462 69.2 47 79.6 180 75.6 
Not Employed 47 6.0 5 8.4 10 14.1 
but Looking 
Unemployed, Not 180 24.8 
_:]_ 12.0 48 20.3 
Looking 
(Total) 689 59 238 
Level of Education 
0-7 grades 140 20.3 8 15.6 23 10.2 
8 120 17.4 5 9.8 26 11.5 
9-11 183 26.7 17 33.3 50 22.2 
12 160 23.2 13 25.4 91 40.4 
some college 63 9.1 6 11.7 29 12.0 
college rraduate 21 J.J 2 4.2 6 3·7 
Total) b87 51 225 
Residential Occu~anci 
Status 
Owner of Home 285 41.4 31 60.7 119 52.8 
Renter of Home 402 58.6 £9. 39·3 106 47.2 
(Total) 687 51 225 
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* Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the ~es~ion~s~·---
The data in Table V points up very clearly that the greatest 
percept18n of poverty lies with those families where the husbands 
(or wives) live with their spouses; where the principal breadwinner 
is at least nearing thirty years of age but not yet 65; where 
employment is regular, or reasonably regular; where the level of 
educational attainment of the principal breadwinner is beneath the 
third year of high school; where the number of children in the 
family is typically no greater than five; where the residential 
dwelling is rented; and where the breadwinner is a Negro. 
This information does not invalidate traditional assumptions that 
poverty weighs most consciously upon families where husbands and 
"lvesare separated, where the number of children is great, where 
educational attainment for the breadwinner is minimal,~., no 
greater than the sixth grade of public school, and where the age of 
the principal breadwinner is advanced,~., 65 years or more. 
Families falling into this portrait are by self-admission severely 
conscious of the incidence of poverty, both theirs and their neighbors. 
The significance of the data in the immediately preceding table tends 
in the main to complement this image by pointing up the broader, more 
inclusive bases upon which rests the perception of poverty by those 
who live most intimatoly with it. The very significant clustering 
of those families whose head is aged, widowed, separated from his or 
her spouse, chronically unemployed, and poorly educated among the 
group which regarded poverty as widespread in their neighborhoods 
is, in other words, rather to be expected. That they are widely 
supported in their perception of the incidence of poverty by families 
characterized with less severe and astringent economic considerations, 
as observed in the preceding paragraph, is undoubtedly more meaningful. 
Particularly is this so in the light of the high number of single, 
childless, and young persons -- those having the fewest economic 
responsibilities, by and large -- of both sexes and races subsumed 
within this same "better off" category, The bulk of the families 
who in fact are poor, indeed, are very conscious of this fact. Table 
VI casts additional light on this point, indicating the quite pre-
ponderant. 
Table VI 
PERCEPTION OF POVERTY BY POVERTY HOUSEHOLDS INTERVIEWED, 
ACCORDING TO RANGE OF INCOME 
Income Range Perce2tion of Povert~ Some Families Poor F'ew or No 
All or Many Families Poor Families 
Poor 
~0-2999 239* 37.9% 24* 23.~% 71e* 30.2% ii3000-4999 197 31.9 30 29. 60 24.5 
$5000 plus H§ 30.2 48 47.1 111 45.3 102 245 
-6-
" Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible to 
some of the ~u~e~s~t~i~on~s.~·--------------·------------
Acceptance by poverty families, even those whose incomes are 
relatively high, of the proposition that all or most people in their 
neighborhoods are poor. That most families interviewed regard them-
selves as coming within the definition of poverty is somewhat attested 
to by the size of the endorsement of this proposition. 
The Causes of Poverty - Perception of Reasons by Poverty Families 
Closely related to the foregoing question was the second one 
asked of poverty families, "What Are The Reasons That You Think People 
Are Poor?"' Answers revealed a vari8ty of explanations, however, valid 
or questl.onable in fact, as seen by those interviewed -- lack of 
education, lack of jobs, lack of motivation, low pay, poor money 
management. These were the principal reasons given. In Table VII 
an analysis is set forth of the distribution of these respective 
explanations of the causes of poverty, as seen by the poverty families, 
according to the various factors utilized in probing the previous 
question (Table V) -- marital status, age, number of children, sex, 
race, employment status, level of education, and type of residential 
occupancy. 
Table VII 
PERCEPTION OF THE CAUSES OF NEIGHBORHOOD POVERTY BY POVERTY 
HOUSEHOLDS INTERVIEWED, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
~lari tal Status 
Never Harried 
Causes of 
Poverty 
Lack of 
Education 
20* 9.0% 
Lack of 
Jobs 
31 8.5% 
Non-
Motivation 
19 13.8% 
Low 
Pay 
113* 
Poor 
Management 
1.8% 2* 2.3% 
Married and 153 68;9'; 227 62.4 86 62.3 114 67.8 47 5if .o 
Living with 
Husband 
Married and 17 7·7 37 10.2 6 4.3 12 7.2 5 5.8 
Separated 
16 47 '.</idowed ?.2 12.9 21 15.3 24 14.3 31 35.6 
Divorced 16 7.2 22 6.0 6 4.3 IPs 8.9 2 2.3 (Total) 222 Jbl+ 118 87 
Age(in years) 
0-30 126 59.2 176 47.1 62 46.0 80 47.6 22 25.6 
31-49 36 16.9 55 15.3 20 14.8 29 17.3 10 11.7 
50-64 31 14.6 77 21.4 18 13.3 37 22.0 23 26.7 
65 plus 20 9.3 ____5.1 14.2 ....1.2 25.9 22 13.1 
-a 36.0 (Total) 213 359 135 168 
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' ' Lack ' Low 
., 
Selected Factors Causes of of Non-Mot1- Poor 
of Respondent Povert;y Jobs vat ion Pay Management 
Families Lack of 
Education 
Number.of 
Cbild.t'a!l 
1-2 77 ]4.2 70 19.1 34 24.6 ]6 21.3 31 19.7 
3-5 52 2].1 100 27.J 29 21.0 50 29.6 31 19.7 
6 plus 15 6.7 42 11.4 3 2.2 16 9.5 5 J.l 
0 or no aJSWer 81 ]6.0 m 42.2 ...:ll. 52.2 ~ ]9.6 _2Q 57·5 (Total) 225 138 1 9 157 
Sex 
Male 90 41.3 150 41.4 6] 46.0 56 ]4.6 72 46.1 
Female 128 58.7 212 58.6 
...1!± 54.0 106 65.0 84 53-9 (Total) 218 332 137 162 I5b 
RG.ce 
Caucasian 119 54.6 153 42.3 101 73·7 68 42.0 98 
Negro 
_2.2. 45.4 ~ 57.7 __3.Q 26.] ~ 58.0 ~ ' . (Total) 218 3 2 137 1 2 15 
Status of EmJ2loyrnent 
Employed 179 81.0 245 68.6 95 69.8 125 75.8 55 6].2 
Not Employed- 12 5·4 33 9.2 4 2.9 6 ].6 1 1.1 
Looking 
Unemployed- JO 1].6 79 22.7 37 27.] 34 20.6 31 35.7 
Not Looking 
221 357 Db 87 (Total) m 
Level of Education 
0-7 Grades 17 7.6 64 17.8 18 lJ.l 27 16.2 21 25.0 
8 25 ll.J 47 lJ.l 19 14.0 25 15.0 15 17.8 
9-11 53 2).9 117 32.6 35 25.5 44 26.3 16 19.0 
12 76 )4.2 95 26.5 36 26.] 51 30.~ 22 26.2 Some College 37 16.7 31 8.6 22 16.0 19 11. 8 9.5 
College 14 6.3 5 1.4 7 5.1 1 0.6 2 2.4 
Graduate 
(Total) 222 359' 137 167 84 
Residential OccuJ2anc;y 
Status 
Owner of Home 82 37.1 137 38.0 69 50.7 72 4].4 75 49.3 
Renter cf Horne 11.2. 62.9 224 62.0 & 49.3 rtt )6.6 ..2:1.. 50.7 (Total) 221 J6I 152 
-8-
* Numb')r of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the questions. 
Resulting information reveals several rather striking facts 
about the presumed causes of poverty, as seen by the poverty families 
themselves. One significant feature of the evidence is the rather 
even distribution of the responses among the entire list of sug-
gested causes of poverty. No one cause, that is, received a dispro-
portionate share of the responses. Lack of jobs was most frequently 
cited as a reason for poverty, but subscription to this cause as a 
likely explanation was by no means top-heavy. This occurrence suggests 
the general perception of the cause, or causes, of poverty as being 
somewhat varied and multi-faceted, and not monolithic or simplistic. 
A second significant feature of the evidence is the variety and lack 
of preponderance characterizing the responses when considered from the 
points of view of the age, sex, family size, race, employment status, 
and educational attainment levels of the respondents. As responses 
en masse have not tended to cluster around any one possible explanatory 
factor when viewed according to various characteristics of the re-
spondents. Lack of education was deemed. to be the primary cause of 
poverty by the great majority of heads of households who were less 
than thirty years of age, who resided with their spouses, and who were 
regularly employed. But it received no particular endorsement as an 
explanatory factor by those who were unemplofed, who had completed 
little schooling (i.e., seven grades or less), or who were of Negro 
background--the individuals in society commonly found to suffer certain 
economic disadvantages most because of inadequate schooling. Thus 
the meaning or pattern of some of the responses cannot be pressed too 
far; unlikely or implausible inferences are to be guarded against. 
Accordingly, the observations set forth in Table VII can best be 
interpreted as suggesting these points, in addition to those already 
noted: (1) as the level of education rises, the importance attaching 
to inadequate education as a likely cause of poverty also rises; (2) 
the essentially moralizing approach to explaining noverty (I.e., lack 
of motivation) is least subscribed to of any identified in Table VII; 
(J) the consideration of race, as it concerns the cause of poverty, 
has identified only slight differences in the spread and content of 
Negro and Caucasian explanations--the former perceived the need for 
more jobs, the latter for greated individual motivation to seek 
employment; (4) females were slightly more conscious than males of the 
effects of low pay on the persistence of poverty; and (5) widows, the 
elderly, and families separated from their principal breadwinners gave 
the most pronounced endorsement to insufficient jobs as the primary 
cause of poverty, a subscription not accorded in such degree to any 
other possible explanatory factor and, interestingly, one supported 
in the main by families without children and by the regularly employed 
as well. 
In 'Table VIII the responses to the question regarding the likely 
causes of poverty are set forth with special reference to the income 
of respondents. From the information which this table makes available 
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Table VIII 
PERCEPTION OF CAUSES OF POVERTY HOUSEHOLDS INTERVIEWED, 
ACCORDING TO RANGE OF INCOME 
Income Range Causes of Lack of Non- Low Pay Poor 
Povort;:t- Jobs Motivation Management 
Lack of 
Education 
$0-2999 50 24.6% 108 33.5% 35 29.2% 56 37.1% 30 39.0 $3000-1<·999 70 34.6 102 31.7 35 29.1 34 22.5 17 22.0 
$5000 plus ..J2J. 40.8 112 34.8 __.2Q 41.7 61 40.4 JQ 39.0 (Total)203 322 120 151 7l 
it would appear, in keeping with the analysis presented in the 
foregoing paragraphs, that perceptions about the causes of poverty 
are spread without particular predominance among the various income 
ranges, and also among the gamut of proffered possibilities as to 
cause. Lack of jobs again are regarded as the most likely explanation 
of poverty, but its endorsement by interviewed families are not 
appreciably larger than the support given to other possible explanations. 
vihatever the level of income, in a word, the causes of poverty are 
seen as varied as inter-related. 
Remedying Poverty - The Grasp Of The Potential Correctives By 
Poverty Families 
A third question put to the families who resided in poverty 
areas had to do with eliciting their suggestions or opinions for 
assisting the poor. "What Suggestions Do You Have For Helping People 
Who Are Poor?~~' they are asked. The results, again correlated with 
the various items relating to family size, composition, and situation, 
are detailed in Table IX. From this information it is evident that the 
viewpoints held by those families residing in poverty circumstances 
in regard to what should be done, or might best be done, to alleviate 
poverty are highly varied, 
Table IX 
PERCEPTION OF SUITABLE REl'IEDIES FOR POVERTY ACCORDING TO POVERTY 
HOUSEHOLDS INTERVIEWED, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
Suitable Remedies 
Better Paying 
Jobs 
Job More More Jobs 
Marital Status 
Never Married 
Married and 
Living with 
Husband 
Narried and 
Separated 
Widowed 
Divorced 
(Total) 
8* 
72 
7 
14 
_£ 
107 
7-5% 
67.3 
6.5 
13.1 
5.6 
Training Education 
16* 11.7% 16* 9.0% 18* 7-3% 
89 65.0 119 67.2 166 67.5 
11 8.0 9 5-l 22 8.9 
13 9-5 23 13.0 30 12~2 
_8 5.8 _1Q 5·7 _1Q 4.1 
137 177 246 
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§_elected F.gctors Suitable R~medies ,Job f'\ore More Jobs 
of Respondent Better Paying 'rraining Education f 
Fnmilies Jobs 
io.flEOL1.n xear~l 
0--30 50t 4?.6 68 )1.5 89 :51.4 93 38.8 
31·-49 19 18.1 22 16.7 20 11.6 49 20.!1· 
50-64 22 21.0 31 23.5 )4 19.6 61 25. t, 
65 olus 14 l).J 11 8.) 
...JQ. 17.) 24~ 15 .I.J. (Total) 105 132 173 
l',}l'GtJ.cr £LSJr1.ldrcn 
1-2 26 21!·.1 Jh 25.9 Lr7 26.6 61 24.8 
3-5 28 25.9 35 25.2 10 24.8 58 19.8 
6 plus 11 10.2 10 7.2 8 1+. 5 26 10.5 
0 or no answer 43 39.8 ___ _ill 4·1. 7 Itr~ 44.0 111 Lrh. 9 (Total) lOS 139 256 
~9)" 
Male 38 3~-5 59 44.4 70 40.2 107 44·. 0 lo,emale ...§2. 6 .• 5 
_?.!± 55.6 104 59.8 m 56.0 (Total) 107 133 171~. 3 
.!J.99.Q 
Caucasian 33 30.8 53 )9.8 97 55·7 117 48.1 
Negro _l!± 69.2 80 60.2 
-m 44.3 126 51.9 ( 'rotal) 107 13J m 
§JiXJ.tus of EmJ2lOJ:ment 
Employed 76 71.0 113 83.7 135 76.7 173 72.4 
Not Employed, 5 4.7 6 4.4 9 5.1 17 7.1 
Looking 
16 Unemployed, 26 24.3 11.8 32 18.2 49 20.5 
Not Lookin~ (Total 107 135 1% 239 
J:&'Lel of Education 
0-7 Grades 24 22.4 16 11.7 11 6.3 43 17.8 
8 16 15.0 12 8.8 16 9.1 35 14·. 5 
9-11 35 32.7 40 29.2 42 24.0 72 29.9 
12 2J 21.5 42 30.6 64 36.6 6) 26.1 
Some College 8 7·5 18 13.1 33 18.8 22 9.1 
col1ere G:mU3te 1 0.9 . -2. 6.6 _.2 5.2 6 2.5 
Total) 107 137 175 241 
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Selected Factors Suitable Remedies Job More More Jobs 
of R.es]Jondent Better Paying Training Education ' Families Jobs 
Resii:el:}tial Occupancy 
Status 
Owner of Home 34 32.1 55 40.7 77 43.8 102 
Renter of Home~ 67.9 80 59.J ~ 56.2 Ht (Total) 10 135 . 3 
* Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families l.nterviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the questions, 
There is again a predominance of opinion favoring more jobs, 
4).2 
56.8 
as against other potential remedies. But this preference is not 
one-sided. Other possible remedies are supported about equally among 
respondents insofar as their preferences correlate with the various 
analytical considerations deployed in this study (~, marital 
status). By a slight. majority Negroes give evidence of regarding 
better paying jobs and job training as more potentially effective 
in combatting poverty than the pursuit of additional education. As 
to the utility of more jobs per se in abating poverty, Negroes and 
Caucasians gave rather equal endorsement to this remedy in their 
replies. Younger persons who were interviewed endorsed all four 
suggested correctives for poverty with greater consistency than did 
persons in older age groups. Highly consistent support of all cor-
rectives for poverty also came from renters, and the better educated, 
and families with few children. The strongest subscription of all 
to the efficacy of more jobs in remedying poverty came from the 
elderly and middle-aged interviewees, Women displayed greater in-
terest in better-paying jobs. Education as a potential remedy to 
poverty was, of all items, the least widely embraced by the various 
economic and social classifications of respondents deployed in this 
study. 
Income 
Table X 
DISTRIBUTION OF PREFERENCES OF INTERVIEWED FAMILIES FOR 
REMEDIES TO POVERTY, ACCORDING TO LEVELS OF INCONE 
Proffered Poverty Remedies Nore 
Levels Better Paying Jobs Job Training ~lore Education Jobs 
$0-2999 34~ 36.1% 30* 23.4% 39* 24.3% 64* :JO .6"f, 
3000-4999 29 30.0 41 )2.0 58 36.2 64 30.6 
5000 plus 
* 
33.9 _iZ_ 44.6 1~6 39.5 81 )8.7 128 209 
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Remedying Poverty - The Perception of Useful Sources of Assistance 
The fourth question which families residing in poverty areas 
were asked was "What Organizations Do You Know Of That Help The Poor?" 
'Their answers are set forth in rela.tion to family size, composition, 
and si tuatlon in ·ralJle XI. From the information in this table 1 t is 
evident that, as with !;he broad characteristics of the answers given 
Table XI 
PERCEPTION OF SUITABLE ORGANIZA'riONS AMONG POVERTY FAMILIES 
FR0!1 \-IHICH ASSISTANCE FOR THE POOR IS OB'TAINABLE, 
CORRELATED ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
Sui table Sou res~: of ''nrrlr; Lnnc~ 
Aid to-------·-c:;; t:\lni; "-·· ·· ·--- (;!"' ,·,;t;ec: Llout;las 
County 
Welfare 
Dependent Charll;:l.es 
Children 
18* 
107 
9.8% 
58.5 
Marital Status 
Never Narried 
Married and 
Living With 
Husband 
Married and 
Separated 
21 11.5 
Widowed 24 
Divorced 12 
(Total)l83 
Age(in years) 
0-30 86 
31-49 32 
50-64 38 
65 plus _£} 
(Total) 179 
Number of Children 
l-2 38 
3-5 62 
6 plus 16 
0 or no answer 69 
(Total) 185 
13.1 
7.1 
48.0 
17.9 
21.2 
12.8 
20.5 
33·5 8.6 
37-3 
f'Jale 
Female 
(Total) 
54 29.8 
12Z. 70.2 
181 
Ra~ 
Caucasian 
Negro 
(Total} 
82 
_22. 
181 
6* 6. 3% 
68 71.6 
2 2,1 
15 15.8 
Lj. 4,2 
95 
30 3;;!.6 
22 23.9 
19 20.6 
21 22.8 
92 
26 27.4 
22 23.2 
4 4.2 
~ 45.3 
95 
3 2.8 
19 17.8 
6 5.6 
107 
37 J5. 3 
19 18.6 
19 1.8.6 
..:n. 26.5 
102 
27 25.2 
1.9 17.8 
5 4.7 
_22. _52, 3 
107 
30 31.9 33 Jl.4 
96tt 68.1 ...:r?.. 63.6 105 
72 
22 
9lr 
76.6 
23.4 
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66 62.8 
_12, 37 .l 
105 
16* 7.5% 
137 64.) 
1.6 7.5 
31 1.4.6 
11 6.1 
213 
96 45.3 
35 16.5 
48 22.6 
_u 15.6 
212 
52 24-.1 
44 20.4 
22 10.2 
_9jl_ 45.4 
2lb 
82 38.5 
131 61.5 
213 
93 43.7 
120 55.3 ~213 
Salvation 
Army 
21* 7.7% 
172 63.0 
19 7.0 
40 14.6 
21 7·7 
273 
105 
45 
64 
zt1 
65 
53 
18 
~ 
39.3 
16.8 
24.0 
19.8 
23.7 
19.4 
6.6 
50.4 
109 40.1 
163 59.9 
272 
158 
ll4 
272 
58.1 
41.9 
Suitable Sources of Assistance Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
Aid to Catholic Churches 
Dependent Charities 
Douglas 
County 
Welfare 
Salvation 
Army 
St,;:i~us of 
Employed 
Not Employed, 
Looking 
Unemployed,Not 
Lookir,,: 
( 'l'o tal) 
122 
10 
46 
178 
Level of Education 
0-7 27 
8 24 
9-ll 54 
12 55 
some college 18 
Children 
68.5% 
5.6 
25.8 
14.7 
13.0 
29.3 
29.9 
college g-aduate ___£ 
(Total) 184 
9.8 
J.J 
Residential Occupanc~ 
Status 
Owner of Home 78 
Renter of Home 102 
(Total) 180 
62 
7 
26 
95 
14 
13 
22 
28 
ll 
__j_ 
93 
45 
48 
93 
15.0 
14.0 
2).6 
JO.l 
11.8 
5.4 
48.4 
51.6 
77 72.6% 
5 4.7 
24 22.6 
lOb 
16 
15 
24 
33 
12 
__J_ 
107 
15.0 
14.0 
22.4 
)0.8 
11.2 
6.5 
53 49.5 
_2.!: 50·5 
107 
145 68.1% 
13 6.1 
55 25.8 
213 
38 17.9 
37 17.4 
54 25.5 
50 23.6 
25 ll. 8 
8 3· 8 ill 
78 36.4 
~ 63.6 
196 
8 
67 
271 
38 
49 
71 
79 
27 
6 
270 
122 
146 
208 
" Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
cuestions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the questions. 
72.3/o 
3.0 
24.7 
14.1 
18.1 
26.3 
29.2 
lO.OJ 
2.2 
45.5 
54.5 
to the previous questions, there were no predominant or marked 
preferences in the answers to this question on the part of respondents. 
Governmentally-sponsored welfare was more widely known and preferred 
to that which emanated from religious sources. But this would seem 
merely to reflect the fact that the bulk of the families interviewed 
were not communicants of -- or believed themselves necessarily having 
to be communicants of -- the religious denominations sponsoring such 
aid. This point of view reflected, too, the widely perceived feeling 
among respondents about the greater regularity and differing conditions 
of eligibility characterizing public aid. The greater preference for 
public assistance was evident among all age groups, family sizes, 
education levels, and employment situations largely without variation. 
The same obtained with respect to both sexes and both races as well. 
By a very slight majority the young families, those which rented, 
and those with regular employment expressed a firmer preference for 
governmentally-sponsored aid than did other social or economic 
categorizations. The least variation in this matter of preferences, 
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interestingly, lay with education and race. Whatever the extent of 
educational attainment among respond.ents and whatever their racial 
background, the extent of endorsement of public (as against religious) 
assistance for poverty families was paramount in about the same 
proportions. More women than men acknowledged the virtue of public 
sources of assistance. In a similar vein there was a greater preference 
manifested across the board for aid proffered by the Salvation Army 
to poverty families, as against that made available from religious 
sources. The greater endorsement given to public aid as against that 
made available by the Salvation Army tended also to reflect an awareness 
held by most respondents of the different purposes attaching to each. 
These various preferences reflect not a popularity contest, since the 
purposes of each kind of aid is rather different. They reflect instead 
the strength of the expectation of public aid on a uniform basis by those 
portions of the public most accustomed to and dependent upon it. 
The particular breakdown of preferences towards the various sources of 
aid according to levels of income is set forth in Table XII. 
Table XII 
DISTRIBUTION OF PREFERENCES OF INTERVIEvJED FAMILIES FOR 
TYPES OF AID TO THOSE IN POVERTY CIRCUMSTANCES, 
ACCORDING TO LEVELS OF INCOME 
Suitable Sources of Assistance Income 
Levels Aid to 
Dependent 
Children 
Catholic Churches 
I Charities 
Douglas 
·county 
Welfare 
Salvation 
Army 
$Cl-2999 52* Jz;.l% JO" Jl$. 7%29* 29,;9% 7J* J6,Fr% 76* 
J000-4999 51 Jl.5 lJ 15.5 JO ]0.9 6] Jl.2 61 
5000 plus ~ J6.4 41 48. 8--2.§. J9.2 66 J2.7 _2.§. (Total) 84 97 202 2J5 
Measuring the Remedies - The Perce~tion of Preferences Among Povert~ 
Families 
Replies from interviewed families in poverty areas in Omaha to 
the preceding question indicated clearly their preference for govern-
mental over private forms of assistance. The reason for this would 
appear to be the more continuing, more direct financial form of that 
aid in contrast to the emergency-type, more short-run aid from pri-
vate sources. This broadly stated preference, however, did not pre-
clude some appreciation on the part of poverty families of the use-
fulness of privately-sponsored aid of various kinds. In response to 
the question, "What Makes These Organizations Halpful," the families 
in the poverty neighborhoods indicated their grasp of the benefits 
which derived from the private sources, by and large, as well as the 
public. As with the responses which emerged in relation to most of 
the other questions, the replies to this one again indicate clearly 
the breadth of the consensus among respondents regarding particular 
benefits. No particular benefit, that is, was subscribed to dis-
proportionately by any of the family, age, racial, educational, or 
employment groupings deployed in this study. On the basis of race, 
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)25. J% 
26.0 
41.7 
Table XIII 
PERCEPTION BY POVERTY FAMILIES OF THE BENEFITS DERIVING FROM 
VARIOUS SOURCES OF AID, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors Benefits Making Organizations HelJ2ful 
of Respondent Food ~11scellaneous Clothing Money 
Families Orders Aid 
Marital Status 
Never Married 19* 8.8,% 25* 11.7.% 9* 7.4% 16* 9.7% 
Married and 141 65.3 119 55·9 79 65.3 108 65.4 
Livin,; with 
Husband 
Jl'iarried and 12 5.6 16 '1·5 7 5.8 14 8.5 
Separated 
'didowed 30 13.9 40 18.8 19 15.7 18 10.9 
Divorced 14 6.5 _u. 6.1 _]_ 5.8 ~ 5.4 (Total) 2l$' 21;:3 121 
Age(in years) 
0-30 97 45.3 85 40.9 41 34.7 80 48.8 
31-49 35 16.4 28 13.5 29 24.6 31 18.9 
50-64 48 22.4 50 24.0 25 21.2 31 18.9 
65 plus rtit 15.9 M 21.6 _n 19.5 22 13.4 (Total) 208 118 I"b"4 
Number of Children 
l-2 49 22.4 40 18.7 26 21.5 51 30-5 
3-5 48 21.9 52 24.3 25 20.7 43 25.7 
6 p:j.us 24 ll.O 12 5.6 8 6.6 14 8.4 
0 or no answer -2.§. 44.7 110 51.4 62 51.2 ~ 35-3 (·rota I) 219 214 121 l 7 
Sex 
Male 78 36.3 9l 43.3 36 29.8 63 38.4 
Female ll1. 63.7 _ll2 56.7 _§.2 70.2 101 61.6 (Total) 215 210 121 I"b"4 
Race 
Caucasian lll 51.6 104 49.5 75 62.0 89 54.3 Negro 104 48.4 106 50.5 46 38.0 ~ 45.7 (Total) 215 210 121 
Status of Employment 
Employed 155 71.8 138 65.4 85 70.8 120 72.7 
Not Emfloyed, 10 4.6 10 4.7 6 5.0 12 7-3 Lool' ng 
51 23.6 63 29.8 24.2 Unemployed,Not 29 33 20.0 
Looking 
216 ill 120 (Total) m 
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Benefits Making Organizations Helpful Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
Food 
Orders 
Miscellaneous Clothing 
Aid 
Money 
Level of Education 
0-7 32 
8 38 
9-11 67 
12 63 
some college 12 
College graduate__i 
(Total) 217 
Residential Occupancy 
Status 
14.?% 
17.5 
30.9 
29.0 
5.5 
2.3 
39 18.4% 
35 16.5 
53 25.0 
55 25.9 
24 11.3 6 2.8 
212 
23 19.0% 25 15.6% 
27 22.3 25 15.6 
22 18.2 34 21.2 
38 31.4 55 34.4 
10 8.J 14 8.8 
_1 .8 rio 4.4 121 
Owner of Home 
Renter of Home 
('rotal) 
92 42.6 
124 57.4 
ill 
101 48.3 
108 51.7 
209 
54 
66 
120 
68 41.5 
~ 58.5 
* Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the auestions. 
it will be noted, there was probably closer agreement between the 
respective groupings -- that is, between Caucasians and non-
Caucasians -- as to the utility of various benefits to poverty 
families from public and private sources than there was among any 
other set of groupings. Whatever the marital status, economic con-
dition, family size, educational attainment, or sex of the head of 
household interviewed, the extent of endorsement of the usefulness 
of various types of aid was proportionately most uniform in relation 
to the numbers of interviewees involved. What is particularly 
significant here, in addition to the observation noted immediately 
above, is the wide recognition by poverty families of the contributions 
which both public and private aid can make to alleviating their 
depressed economic situations. Each type of aid is readily seen as 
serving a distinct and necessary purpose in this respect. 
\>Jhen considered specifically with reference to the factor of 
income, this broad consensus regarding the utility of various types 
of aid does not change. As noted in TableXIV, this utility is widely 
subscribed to among the various income ranges. 
Table XIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF VARIOUS TYPES OF 
AID TO POVERTY FANILIES, ACCORDING TO INCm1E LEVELS 
Income Levels Useful Benefits 
Food Orders Miscellaneous Clothing 
Aid 
$0-2999 71 if 36.4% 68* 35.5% 41* 39.4% 
3000-4999 63 32.3 50 26.0 26 25.0 
5000 plus 61 31.3 74 J8.5 37 35.6 
(Total) 195 192 104 
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Money 
48* 32.0% 
35 23.3 
67 44.7 
150 
!·;ql<im; Remedies Effective - The <{uestion of the Physical Location 
of Assisting Organizations 
Of special concern to the duly constituted authorities charged 
with developing a meaningful community action program in Omaha has 
been the nhysical location and proximity of assisting organizations 
to those poverty families dependent upon their services. Thus the 
families interviewed for this study were asked "Should Any Of These 
Organizations Be More Conventdmtly Located In The Neighborhood?"' 
Their responses, again correlated with the various items of family 
size, income, marital and economic condition, and level of educational 
attainment, are set forth in Table XV. Of particular significance 
Table XV 
PREFE;iEKCES OF POVERTY FAMILIES REGARDING THE LOCATION OF 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES PROFFERING AID, CORRELATED 
ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors O:Qinions Regarding Whether Locations Should Be Changed 
of Respondent Yes No Uncertain 
Families 
l'lari tal Status 8.2.% 10.0,% 2.J.% 1'ever l'larried 37* 39* 2* 
Narried andLMng 275 61.3 43 62.1 63 71.6 
VJith Husband 
~Tarried and 37 8.3 19 4.8 9 10.2 
Separated 
vlidowed 76 16.9 61 15.6 ll 12.5 
Divorced 24 _j.J. .22 -.z .j _1 .. 2 .. 4 (Total) 41+9 191 88 
Ap;e (in :z:ears) 
0-30 196 44.8 156 40.6 38 43.3 
31-49 66 14.1 59 1 15.4 9 10.2 
50-64 99 22:6~ 86 22.4 23 26.1 
65 plus ~ 17-5 3~a 21.6 18 20.4 (Total) 88 
Number of Children 
1-2 106 23.6 83 21.0 54 20.4 
3-5 117 25.9 78 19.7 50 18.8 
6 plus 35 7.6 27 6.8 207 5·7 
0 or no answer 194 42.9 M 52.5 146 55.1 (Total) 452 215 457 
Sex 
l'lale 173 39.4 166 42.3 109 44.1 
Female 266 60.6 226 57·7 ~ 55.9 (Total) 439 392 7 
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Selected Factors OJ2inions Regarding 'whether Locations Should be Changed 
of .~es pondent Xes No Uncertain 
~"a·::i lies 
~ 
Caucasian 191 4J.5% 2J6 60.2 151 61.1 
Negro 248 56.5 _1.2§. J9.8 2l~ ]8.9 (Total) 4J9 392 
Status of EmJ2loyment 
Employed JOB 70.0 265 68.] 58 65.9 
Not Employed, Jl 7.0 19 4.9 6 6.8 
Looking 
Unemployed 1 Not 101 2].0 104 26.8 <:24 27.J 
Looking 
4l+o" ]88 I8b (Total) 
Level of Education 
0-7 93 21.1 56 14.4 lJ 14.9 
8 70 15.9 61 15.7 9 lO.J 
9-11 123 27.9 87 22.4 29 JJ.J 
12 116 26.] 114 29.J 28 J2.2 
some college JO 6.8 52 lJ.4 7 8.0 
colle~;e graduate ~ 2.0 ....12 4.9 l 1.1 (Total) 389 87 
Residential Occu12ancy 
Status 
Owner of Home l8J 41.0 192 49.6 93 J8.4 
Renter of Home ~ 59.0 ...122. 50.4 ill 61.6 (Total) 387 2
« Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to s Qll!.£_Qf._t!:l.<L9.!::. est 1 OQ§_,_ _________ _ 
---------------
the information in this table suggests a varying interpretation. On 
the one hand there is, obviously, a generally favorable preference 
for things as they are. From most of the vantage points from which 
this information is analyzed, this conclusion is the same in varying 
degree. On the other hand, a high measure of uncertainty is also 
manifested in the responses. These reflect among the families \'ii th 
many children, among the renters, and among Caucasians and females 
in general a certain hesitancy about the convenience of location 
and and accessibility with respect to various public and private 
offices purveying assistance. A pronounced dissatisfaction was 
evidenced about existing locations by persons in the higher educational 
brackets, particularly high school graduates, as well as by small-sized 
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families, young families (where the age of the principal bread-
winner 1~as 30 or younger), as well as by a predominance of Caucasians 
(as against Negroes) and females. To the extent that women are the 
heads and orincipal breadwinners of families, or that younger families 
have a special need to avail themselves of aid of one kind or another, 
these opinions may have some very firm grounding in fact. Character-
istically, the highest incidence of docility in regard to satisfactory 
locations of aid offices came from having the least contact with them 
the regularly employed, the working husbands with their wives and 
children, and, as Table XVI makes clear, the families with the better 
incomes. 
Table XVI 
PREFERENCES OF POVERTY FAMILIES REGARDING THE LOCATION OF 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES PROFFERING AID, CORRELATED 
ACCORDING TO INCOME 
Income Levels Ooinions~arding Whether Locations Should Be Changed 
Yes No Uncertain 
$0-2999 154* 36.4% 104* 31.0% 79* 36.4% 
C3ooo-4999 133 31.4 89 26.4 65 30.0 
it5ooo plus Jit 32.2 _2..2 42.6 ...11 33.6 (Total) 258 217 
l':Rking Remedies Effective - The Predilections Of Nee9X._Eamilies For 
Various Sources Of Aid 
To make remedies effective for needy families there is the 
indispensable need of finding out not only how families perceive the 
purpose, or benefits, which proffering agencies satisfy, but also the 
priority of values likely to govern their utilization of different 
types of aid. In responses to the question, "\'ihere Would You Go For 
Iielp If You Found Yourself In Needj"' there are available a rather 
specific set of revelations touching upon who seeks what kind of aid. 
Table XVII 
PREFERRED SOURCES TO WHICH POVERTY FA~IILIES \VOULD 
TURN IN ACTUAL INSTANCES OF NEED, CORRELATED 
ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors Preferred Sources of Assistance 
of Respondent Church County Family 
Families vlelfare 
Never lt,arried 8* 9.0% 23i~ 7·7% 22* 15.1% 
Salvation 
Army 
8* 8.0% 
Married and 60 67.4 180 60.4 73 50.0 57 57.0 
Living with 
Husband 
Married and 2 2.2 36 12.1 7 4.8 9 9.0 
Separated 
12.4 12.4 24.0 16 16.0 Widowed 11 37 35 
Divorced 8 9.0 22 7·4 ~ 6.2 10 10.0 (Total) 89 298 100 
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Selected Factors Preferred Sources of Assistance 
of Respondent Church County Family Salvation 
Families Welfare Army 
Mtiin years) 
0-)0 )6 42.8% 149 51.2% 66 45.8% 42 41.2% 
31-49 14 16.7 40 13.7 17 11.8 19 18.6 
50-64 19 22.6 64 22.0 27 18.8 24 23.5 
65 plus ~ 17.8 _:ill 13.0 ~ 2).6 _u 16.7 (Total) 291 102 
Number of Children 
1-2 18 20.9 67 22.4 25 17.1 26 25.5 
3-5 20 23.2 82 27.2 30 20.5 24 23.5 6 plus 5 5.8 34 11.3 4 2.7 5 4.9 
0 or no answer ~ 50.0 118 39.2 ~ 59.6 ~ 46.1 (Total) 8 301 102 
Sex 
~lale 25 29.4 99 33.8 56 38.4 41 41.8 
Female 6o 70.6 
...1.2!± 66.2 ~ 61.6 _27. 58.2 (Total) 85 293 98 
Race 
Caucasian 48 56.5 128 43.7 97 66.4 47 48.0 
Negro _lZ 43.5 __l.2..5_ 56.3 rtt 33.6 _51. 52.0 (Total) 85 293 98 
Status of Employment 
Employed 65 77.4 206 70.1 101 69.2 69 71.1 
Not Ernployed, 2 2.4 27 9.2 3 2.0 4 4.1 
Looking 
Unemployed,Not 17 20.2 61 20.7 42 28.8 24 24.7 
Lookinr 
Total) 8J:j: 294 rn 97 
Level of Education 
0-7 14 16.9 49 16.5 20 13.8 13 12.9 
8 10 12.0 39 1).1 19 13.1 20 19.8 
9-11 18 21.7 96 32.3 33 22.8 26 25.7 
12 28 33.7 77 25.9 46 31.7 32 31.7 
some college 8 9.6 26 8.8 19 13.1 8 7.9 
college 0: 6.0 10 ).4 8 5·5 2 2.0 J 
graduate 
83 297 145 loT (Total) 
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Selected Factors 
of Respondent 
Families 
Preferred So~l~lr~c~e~s.~o~f~A~s,~s~i~srtP.a~n~c~e~ Church ounty amily 
Residential Occupan~ 
Status 
Owner of Horne 40 
Renter of Horne 44 
(Total)l3l"j: 
4?.6 
52.4 
V/elfare I 
97 
m 
33.0 
67.0 
Salvation 
'Army 
* Humber of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
questions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the questions. 
44.9 
55.1 
Again there is evidence which supports the preference among poverty 
families principally for governmental, instead of private forms of 
assistance. Such a predisposition suggests the perception of poverty 
-- its incidence and effect -- as being a long-run situation which 
necessitates sustained, rather than short-run or stop-gap, remedies. 
Among the young, tbe renters, the female heads of households, and 
the less-well educated (i.e., · those with less than a high school 
educBtion, by and large)--this preference {or governmental assistance 
was notable. But it received support also from a number of other 
categories of poverty families, even those rather regularly employed, 
with few or no children, and with husbands and wives living together. 
Suffice it here to note again the least preference for religiously 
sponsored assistance, and the pre-eminence of interest in public aid, 
among all of the familial, educational, racial, age, economic, and 
sex groupings utilized in this study. Special emphasis should be 
placed on the relative equality of preferences by poverty families for 
governmental and private forms of aid, if all of the non-public sources 
mentioned are lumped together. This situation suggests the inclination 
of many poverty families to seek out and be dependent upon both types 
of assistance at various times, as circumstances warrant, and to find 
governmental aid the less dispensable over extended periods of need. 
Thus the perception which poverty families have of the purpose and 
utility of various types of assistance, and the recourse they would 
make to each when necessary, tend to coincide rather readily. 
The distribution of preferences among poverty families for various 
types of assistance, correlated specifically according to levels of 
income, is set forth in Table XVIII, 
Table XVIII 
PREFERRED SOURCES TO 'dHICH POVERTY FAMILIES WOULD TURN IN 
ACTUAL INSTANCES OF NEED, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO 
LEVELS OF INCm1E 
Income Levels Preferred Sources of Assistance 
Church County Vlelfare Family Salvation Army 
jr0-2999 23* 29.5% 103* 37.6.% 44* 33.1% 29* 31.5% 
,.:3000-4999 22 28.2 94 34.3 38 28.6 25 27.2 
t5000 plus __n 42.3 
.Il.. 28.1 _a 38.) ~ 41.3 
(Total) 78 274 133 92 
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"Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete answers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
nuestions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the cuestions. 
The Effects Of Poverty - Percention Of Disadvantages Experienced Bl 
Pov2rtv Families 
One item of particular concern to the architects of a community 
action program was the ascertainment of what, in the eyes of the 
poverty families themselves, were felt to be the primary disadvantages 
incurred as a result of being in poverty circumstances. ·rhe families 
intervie~Jed were asked the question, "What· Do You Consider To Be The 
l'~ost Serious Effects Of Poverty?" The answers, again correlated 
with the factors of marital status, economic conditions, and educational 
levels of families, are set forth in Table XIX. 
Table XIX 
PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECTS OF POVERTY BY POVERTY FAMILIES, 
CORRELATED ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors Perceived Effects 
of Respondent Crime and Disease 
Families Delinquency 
Narital Status 
Never l·iarried 
~larried and 
Living with 
Husband 
i'larried and 
Separated 
i'iid.owed 
:!Divorced 
(Total) 
Age (in years) 
0-30 
31-49 
,l)o-64 
65 plus 
(Total) 
18* 
91 
9 
22 
-m 
66 
24 
29 
28 
147 
Number of Children 
l-2 36 
3-5 27 
6 plus 10 
0 or no answer _11 
(Total) 150 
12.2% 15*" 
61.9 108 
6.1 10 
15.0 43 
4.8 11 
187 
44.9 
16.3 
19.7 
19.0 
24.0 
18.0 
6.7 
51.3 
67 
28 
41 
.M. 185 
29 
42 
12 
106 
189 
8.0,% 
57.8 
5-3 
23.0 
5-9 
36.2 
15.1 
22,2 
26.5 
15.3 
22.2 
6.J 
56.1 
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of Poverty 
Effects on Lack of 
Children Education 
Lack of 
Food 
18* 
158 
12 
30 
20 
238 
120 
29 
44 
44 
237 
65 
55 
19 
102 
241 
7.6,% 
66.4 
s.o 
12.6 
8.4 
50.6 
12.2 
18.6 
18.6 
27.0 
22.8 
7·9 
42.3 
12* 12.1.% 10* 
62 62.6 68 
7 
13 
_.5. 
99 
50 
19 
21 
6 
9b 
26 
27 
13 
...Jl.t 100 
7.1 
12.1 
s.o 
9 
20 
rrt 
52.1 45 
19.8 18 
21.9 28 
6.2 _2_1 
IT4 
26.0 
27.0 
13.0 
J4.o 
.$:9 
28 
10 
60 
117 
8.6% 
58.6 
39·5 
15.8 
24.6 
20.2 
16.2 
2J.9 
8.5 
51-3 
·Perceived Effects of Poverty Selected F<"ctors 
of Respondent 
Families 
Crime and Disease Effects on Lack of 
Delinquency Children Education 
Lack of 
Food 
t'.ale 
Female 
(Total) 
Caucasian 
Kegro 
(Total) 
84 
64 
I1+8 
Status of Employment 
Employed 109 
Not Employed, 6 
Looking 
Unemployed,Not 33 
'Looking 
(Total) ill 
Level of Education 
0-7 23 
8 13 
9-11 36 
12 50 
some college 19 
college 7 
gre.duate 
(Total) I1+8 
Residential Occupancy 
Status 
Owner of Home 65 
Renter of Home 84 
(Tota1) 149 
Li 1. 2 
58.8 
56.8 
4).2 
68 
ll8 
186 
109 
lsF 
36.6 
63.4 
58.6 
41.4 
86 
15J. 
239 
149 
_2Q 
239 
7).6 121 64.0 175 
4.0 10 5-3 16 
22.3 58 )0.7 47 
189 238 
15.5 33 
8.8 29 
24.3 47 
33.8 48 
12.8 19 
4.7 6 
182 
4).6 82 
56,4 __1Ql 
185 
18.1 34 
15.9 32 
25.8 66 
26.4 73 
10.4 29 
3-3 6 
2Qj 
91 
146 
237 
36.0 
64.0 
46 
-it 
49 
_iQ 
99 
46.5 39 
53-5 _]_J_ 
IIIJ 
73·5 77 77.6 79 
6.7 7 7-1 5 
19.7 15 15.2 30 
99 ll4 
14.2 7 
13.3 15 
27.5 24 )0.4 37 
12.1 15 
2.5 2 
)8.4 
61.6 
loO 
48 
_5_1 
99 
7.0 25 
15.0 20 
24.0 28 
37.0 33 
15.0 9 
2.0 2 
48.5 
51.5 
117 
49 
66 
115 
*Number of families; totals may vary because of lack of 
complete ~ans\'iers from some families interviewed to certain of the 
~uestions asked, and because of more than one answer being possible 
to some of the questions. 
The conclusions which can be deduced from the replies are 
meaningful. There is, to begin with, the paramount concern among all 
categories for the effect which poverty has upon children. Economic, 
health, and cultural deprivations were all seen as inescapably 
affecting children in one way or another. In the second place, there 
-24-
3).6 
66.4 
56.0 
44.0 
69.3 
4.4 
26.) 
21.4 
17.1 
2).9 
28.2 
7·7 
1.7 
42.6 
57.4 
is a nronounced concern among many groupings about the social and 
health effects of poverty as well as the economic effects. Concern 
about disease and crime and delinquency as possible derivatives of 
poverty, that is, rivals the preoccupation with acquiring the 
basic necessities of life. This point is significant because of 
the broad mvareness it reflects among persons in poverty circumstances 
of the effects of poverty in ways which transcend, and are not always 
intimately related to, survival simply in economic terms. Among 
the families in poverty circumstances there is the realization that 
poverty cuts in many different directions. As with the responses to 
certain previous questions, the answers to this question reveal some 
uniformity of perception of this multi-faceted impact of poverty by 
different economic, social, family and educational groupings. 
Education (or its lack) is viewed rather uniformly as lesr, nf' 8. dis-
advantage attributable to poverty circumstances than are other social 
or economic hardships stemming from this same cause. This attitude is 
consistent with the less favorable regard for education vis-a-vis 
poverty and its alleviation noted elsewhere in this study. For the 
"'ost part, then, whatever the age, sex, race, economic condition, 
educational attainment, or marital status of the heads of households 
intervie·..ved, the regard in which poverty and its specific effects 
were held has tended to be similar. In Table XX a breakdown is given 
of the perceived effects of poverty according to income levels. 
Table XX 
?EB.CEPTION OF '::'HE eFFECTS OF POVERTY BY POVERTY FM;ILIES, 
ACCORDING TO LEVELS OF INCOME 
Income 
Levels 
?erceived Effects of Poverty 
Crime and Disease Effects on Lack of 
Delinquency Children Education 
00-2999 42* J0.9% 67* 39.6% 63* 28.8% 19* 20.9% 
3000-4999 41 JO.l 45 26.6 64 29.2 30 33.0 
5000 plus __2} 39.0 ___5_'l 33.7 ___2g 42.0 42 46.2 
(Total)I:f6 1L69 219 91 
Remedying Povarty - The Preferences Concerning the Role of 
Lack of 
Food 
J8* J7.2% 
24 23.5 
40 39.2 
102 
the Community 
In additi6n to the ascertaining of the feelings of the residents 
of poverty neighborhoods about what the effects of poverty are, the 
present study end.eavored also to find out what these residents 
believe were the most appropriate activities Nhich could be under-
taken at the local level to ameliorate such effects. Answers are set 
forth in Table XXI, again correlated in relation to the various items 
of fa.mi ly composition, educational attainment, income, race, and age 
as these indices of response have been utilized heretofore in this 
narrative. The question asked of interviewees was "What Do You 
Think This Community Could Do To Reduce Poverty And Improve The 
Conditions Of 'rhe Poor?"' From the information contained in the 
resnonses it is evident that there are several approaches which 
have found favor in the minds of the residents of poverty neighborhoods,' 
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Table XXI 
PERCEPTION OF REV.EDIES APPROPRIATE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
TO AID POVERTY FMIILIES, CORRELATED ACCORDING ·ro SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors Percention of Remedies A££rO£riate to Local Government 
of Eespondent Adult Improved Nore Jobs l'iore Jobs 
Families Training Housing for Aged for Young 
rarital Status 
Never Narried ' 7" ·5.6% 10 ' 9.2% lit* .8.9% :J-5* '9.2% 
~iarried and Living 86 69.4 68 63.0 88 56.o 92 56.8 
with Eusband 
r;arriecl ~md 9 7.2 7 6.5 13 8.3 13 8.0 
Separated 
\'lid owed 17 13.7 16 14.8 24 15.3 25 15.4 
Divorced ~ 4.0 _2. 6.5 18 11.5 rH 10.5 (Total). 108 158 
Age( in :t:ears) 
0-30 60 49.6 50 45.9 63 41.2 65 41.4 
3l-L1·9 14 11.6 20 18.3 32 20.9 37 23.6 
50-64 27 22.3 25 22.9 32 20.9 27 17.2 
65 plus 20 16.5 14 12.8 26 17.0 28 17.8 
(Total) 121 109 153 157 
Number of Children 
1-2 43 34.1 28 25.(l 31 19.5 27 16.6 
3-5 28 22.2 38 34.9 39 24.5 42 25.8 6 plus 12 9.5 3 2.8 19 11.9 22 13.5 
0 or no answer l~g 34.1 40 36.7 _ZQ 44.0 1~~ 44.2 (Total) 109 159 
~ 
}\ale 52 42.3 47 43.9 63 40.1 64 40.2 
Female __7l 57.7 6o 56.1 _2.!± 59.9 _2.5. 59.8 (Total) 12;n 107 157 159 
Race 
Caucasian. 52 42.3 55 ,1.4 73 46.5 71 44.6 
Negro __7l 57-7 _g 8.6 84 53.5 88 55·3 (Total) lZJJ 107 157 159 
Status of Em£lO:t:ment 
Employed 94 75.8 77 72.0 106 67.1 106 65.8 
Not Employed,but 4 3.2 8 7-5 16 10.1 15 9.3 
Looking 
26 Unemployed,Not 21.0 22 20.6 36 22.8 40 24.8 
Looking 
(Total) 124 107 158 lbi 
Selected Fcwtors Perce]2tion of Remedies AJ2]2rOJ2riate to Local Government 
of Respondent Adult IiJ1proved More Jobs More Jobs 
Families Training Housing for Aged for Young 
Level_ of Education 
0-7 grades 23 18.4 17 15.6 25 16.1 31 19.4 
8 13 10.4 11 10.1 23 14.8 24 15.0 
S1-ll 25 20.0 39 3).8 ~~1 26.4 LfO 25.0 
-_ ·") Lf2 33.6 29 2o.6 45 29.0 46 28.8 J._,:, 
some college 15 12.0 8 7·3 19 12.2 17 10.6 
coUoge gradu::te _:z s.6 __j_ 4.6 2 1.3 2 1.2 (Total) 125 109 155 160 
Residertlal Occupancy 
st~:.~~l~;-; 
Owner of Home 56 45.5 47 Lf3. 9 70 45.8 72 45.8 
Renter of Home _§]_ 54.5 6o 56.1 
.JU 54.2 __§..2. 54.1 (Total) 123 107 153 157 
... Number of families, totals may vary because of lack of complete 
answers from some families, interviewed to certain of theq.testions 
asked, and because of more than one answer being possible to some of 
the ouestions. 
The common theme predominating in these responses is two-fold --
more jobs, and the need for adult training of various kin to facilitate 
oualifying for jobs. Among all age levels, indeed, this twin theme 
is paramount in the responses. \.Jl th respect to the residential 
occupancy status, level of educational attainment, race, sex and 
emnloyment situation of respondents, a like pre-eminence of thinking 
in these specific directions is evident. Families whose principal 
breadwinners were women or Negroes (of either sex) especially endorsed 
these potential remedies, whereas those families of whatever size with 
husbands and wives living together, and enjoying regular employment, 
supported them in a predominant, but not such a lopsided, manner. 
Better housing also was rather uniformly supported as a desirable 
remedy which local governments could promote in greater degree for 
povecty families. Its endorsement, however, was neither as proportion-
ately heavy among all respondents nor as appealing to any particular 
marl tal, age, educ.qtional, economic, or family-sized grouping as was 
the consideration of more jobs and job training. In Table XXII the 
remedial preferences of poverty families are set forth in relation to 
income distribution. 
Table XXII 
PERCEPTION OF REMEDIES APPROPRIATE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO 
AID POVERTY FAMILIES, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVELS 
Income 
Levels 
Percention of Remedies Approuriate to 
~0-2999 
3000-4999 
5000 plus 
(Total) 
Adult 
Training 
30" 25.6% 
38 32.5 
_1±2. 51~ 11 
117 
Improved 
Housing 
30" 29.7% 
28 27.7 
__±1 42.6 
101 
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Local Government 
More Jobs More Jobs 
for Aged for Young 
45" 32.1% 47* 32.6% 
41 29.3 46 31.9 
1a6 38 ' 6 1at 35 ' 4 
Effecting Remedies - Involving the Poor in the Ameliorative Process 
One of the central objectives of the legislation under which 
community action programs against poverty have been undertaken is the 
involvement of the poor themselves in the design of such programs. In 
the present study interviewed families were asked, "Would You Be 
'N'illing 'To Help In Any Way In Planning And Carrying Out Programs 
'l'ihich i':.i&;ht Reduce Poverty In Omaha?" The Escence of the responses, 
correlated with the various eharacteristiee Of the farnilloa therns~lves, 
are set forth in Table XXIII. From this information it is evident, 
first of all, that the inclinations of the vast majority of the families 
in poverty areas regarding participation in remedial programs is over-
whelmingly affirmative. 
Table XXIII 
INCLINATIONS OF POVERTY FMILIES 'rO PARTICIPATE IN REMEDIAL 
EFFORTS AT THE CO~If,IUNITY LEVEL, CORRELATED ACCORDING 
TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors of 
Respondent Families 
~lari tal Status 
Never Harried 
Y.arried and Living 
with Husband 
Married and Separated 
viidowed 
Divorced 
(Total) 
_.D .. ge 
0-30 
31-Lf9 
50-64 
65 plus (Total) 
]'(umber of Children 
1-2 
3-5 6 plus 
0 or no answer 
(Total 
Male 
Female 
(Total) 
Willingness to 
62* 
481 
59 
81 
....±z 
730 
355 
122 
150 
~ 
196 
180 
59 
£21 
732 
298 
415 
713 
Yes 
8.5% 
65.9 
8.1 
11.1 
6.4 
49.6 
17.0 
20.9 
12.4 
26.8 
24.6 
8.1 
40.6 
41.8 
58.2 
.;.28-
Partici]2ate 
34* 
. 180 
13 
86 
18 
331 
97 
35 
73 
-m 3 
41 
57 
15 
224 
337 
140 
_121 
333 
No 
. 10.3% 
54.4 
3.9 
26.0 
5.4 
29.9 
10.8 
22.5 
36.7 
12.2 
16.9 
4.4 
66.5 
42.0 
58.0 
2* 
19 
1 
7 
2 
31 
13 
2 
9 
___2. 
29 
6 
8 
3 
26 
43 
10 
22 
32 
Uncertain 
6.4% 
61.3 
3.2 
22.6 
6.4 
44.8 
6.9 
31.0 
17.2 
14.0 
18.6 
'7 .o 60.5 
31.2 
68.8 
Willingness to Participate Selected Factors of 
Respondent Families Yes Nb Uncertain 
Caucasian 
Negro 
(Total) 
Status of Employment 
Employed 
Not Employed,Looking 
Unemployed,Not lLcxklng 
(Total) 
Level of Education 
0-7 grades 
8 
9-11 
12 
some college 
college graduate 
(Total) 
Residential Occupancy 
Status 
Owner of Home 
Renter of Home 
(Total) 
326 
.1§1 
7lT_! 
536 
53 
ill 721 
106 
96 
195 
221 
81 
26 
725 
294 
421 
7l5: 
14.6 
13.2 
26.9 
)0.5 
11.2 ).6 
41.1 
58.9 
230. 
lQJ. 
333 
188 
10 
ill 325 
79 
62 
84 
75 
18 
__j_ 
323 
16) 
166 
329 
69.1 
)0.9 
57.8 
J.l 
39.1 
24.4 
19.2 
26.o 
2).2 
5.6 
1.5 
22 
_lQ 
32 
20 
3 
_2. 
)2 
5 84 
8 
6 
4 
....Q. 
107 
ll 
20 
31 
68.8 
31.2 
62.5 
9.4 
28.1 
4.7 
78.5 
7·5 
5.6 ).7 
o.o 
J5.5 
64.5 
* Number of families, totals may vary because of lack of complete 
answers from some families,interviewed to certain of the questions 
asked, and because of more than one answer being possible to some of 
the uestions. 
The margin of preference is approximately two to one, and quite 
uniformly distributed among the varying age groups, racial composition, 
employment situations, educational levels, and sizes of the families 
involved. Those families responding with uncertainty to this question 
were fewest of all. Uncertainty or disinclination towards serving lay 
principally with the elderly, the poorly educated, the families with 
the fewest or no children, the unemployed not seeking work, and heads 
of households who were widowed. A much greater proportion of Cau-
casians were disinclined to serve than were Negroes. The relationship 
of the preferences of respondents to their income levels is noted in 
Table XXIV. Again the data reveals the widespread inclination of most 
poverty families in every income range to participate in poverty-
remedying activities. 
Table XXIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF PREFERENCES OF POVERTY FAMILIES 
REGARDING PARTICIPATION IN ANTI-POVERTY REMEDIAL 
EFFORTS, ACCORDING TO INCOME' ,LEVELS 
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Income Predis~osition to Partici~ate 
Lev§_ls Yes No Uncertain 
.,:0-2999 197" 3o.o% 133" 45.1% 7* 28.0% 
3000-4999 191 29.1 87 29.5 9 36.o 
5000 plus 268 40.8 
-'l2 25.4 ___2. 36.0 (Total) b'56 295 25 
Remedying Poverty - The Matters of Accommodation and Convenience 
As a concomitant to the foregdng question, the interviewed families 
in poverty neighborhoods were asked, "Do You Know Of A Convenient 
Place Wnere People In The Neighborhood Could Get Together To Discuss 
Problems ·or Poverty?"' The responses are given in Table XXV, again 
correlated with the significant factors of family composition economic 
well-being, education, ~md tl•e like heretofore utilized in this study. 
Table XXV 
PREFERENCES EXPRESSED BY POVERTY FANILIES AS TO 
CONVENIEN'T ~lEETING PLACES FOR DISCUSSION OF PROBLEMS 
OF POVERTY, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO SELECTED FACTORS 
Selected Factors of Preferred Neeting Places 
Poverty Families Churches Recreation Agencies ,Schools \felfare 
Agencies 
t1ari tal Status 
Never Married 14* 7.4% 9* 5.9% 15* 10.2% ll* 10.1% 
Married and Living 124 66.0 95 62.1 103 70.1 71 65.1 
with Husband 
Married and 12 6.4 10 6.5 14 9.5 5 4.6 
Separated 
Widowed 27 14.4 26 17.0 10 6.8 13 11.9 
Divorced 11 5.8 _ll 8.5 ~ 3.4 ___2. 8.2 (Total) 188 153 109 
Age 
0-30 77 42.1 63 42.6 70 48.3 46 44.7 
31-49 30 16.4 22 14.9 30 20.7 20 19.4 
50-64 44 24.0 28 18.9 30 20.7 24 23.3 
65 plus _1?. 17.5 ~ 23.6 _j,j, 10.3 _11 12.6 (Total) 183 145 103 
Number of Children 
l-2 46 24.3 35 22.6 38 25.8 28 25.4 
3-5 42 22.2 31 20.0 41 27.9 32 29.1 
6 plus 17 9.0 12 7·7 9 6.1 4 3.6 
0 or no answer 84· \f4.4 
...12. 49.7 m 40.1 46 41.8 (Total) .189 155 ITO 
Sex 
Male 79 42.7 62 40.0 66 46.2 37 33.9 
Female 106 57·3 ..13.2. 60.0 ..Il. 53.8 ....11. 66.0 (Total) 185 151 143 109 
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Preferred Meeting Places Selected Factors of 
I'overty Families Churches Recreation Agencies Schools \-Jelfare 
Agencies 
~ 
Caucasian 
Negro 
(Total) 
73 
112 
18.5 
Status of Emplo~ment 
Employed 
Not Employed, 
Looking 
Unemployed,Not 
Lookina-
(Total) 
Level of Education 
0-7 grades 
8 
9-11 
12 
some college 
college graduate 
(Total) 
133 
11 
40 
181} 
27 
27 
4_5 
.5.5 
27 
6 
187 
Residen~ial Occupancy 
Status 
Q.,mer of Home 
Renter of Home 
(Total) 
84 
1QJ. 
187 
39.4 
60._5 
72.3 
6.0 
21.7 
14.4 
14.4 
24.1 
29.4 
14.4 
3.2 
44.0 
_5_5.1 
71 
80 
1_51 
98 
8 
4_5 
1_51 
23 
24 
41 
38 
16 
10 
1_52 
8_5 
_M 
1_50 
64.9 
.5·3 
29.8 
1_5.1 
1_5.8 
27.0 
2_5.0 
10._5 
6.6 
_59.4 
40.6 
72 
_l7_ 
109 
66.0 
34.0 
11.5 79.3 84 77.8 
6 4.1 4 3·7 
24 16.6 20 18._5 
""""145 10 8 
10 
21 
33 60 
1.5 
rd 
80 
~ 
6.8 
14.4 
22.6 
41.1 
10.3 
4.8 
_5_5.9 
44.0 
9 
10 
43 
34 
9 
4 
109 
60 
_2Q 
110 
8.2 
9.2 
39.4 
31.2 
8.2 
3·7 
* Number of families, totals may vary because of lack of complete 
answers from some families interviewed to certain of the questions 
asked, and because of more than one answer being possible to some of 
the~~st~i~o~n~s~·------------------------------------------
From the proffered replies it is evident that the element of convenience 
in meeting places tends to be variously perceived but rather consistently 
endorsed in order of preference. Churches were a slight favor1ts, as 
to convenient places to meet, over recreational facilities and schools. 
This order of preference was quite uniformly indicated among each of 
the indices of analysis deployed in this study, ~. by race, sex, 
family size, type of employment, etc. The distribution of preferences 
regarding convenient places of meeting, as seen from various income 
levels, is set forth in Table XXVI. 
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Table XXVI 
PREFSRENCES REGARDING CONVENIENT PLACES OF MEETING FOR DISCUSSION 
OF POVERTY PROBLENS, CORRELATED ACCORDING TO LEVELS OF INCOME 
Income Preferred Places of Meeting Welfare 
Levels Churches Recreation Agencies Schools Agencies 
;;o-2999 48* 28.1% 51* 34.9% 20* 1.5 • .5% 31* 31.3% 
3000-4·999 .53 31.0 40 27.4 3.5 27.1 20 20.2 
.5000 plus ....1.Q 40.9 ~ 37.7 ...1.i .57.4 48 48 • .5 (Total) 171 129 99 
The GoccTGphical Pattern of Responses 
In the conduct of this stuciy Lil'" povcr·ty families were found to 
reside in four distinct areas of Omaha. The East Omaha area embraced 
census tracts 5 and 72, the South Omaha area tracts 29 A and B, the 
Near North area tracts 10, 11, 12, .51, .52, .53, and the Center City 
area tracts 18, 19, 21, and 22. Scrutiny of the responses of inter-
viewed families to the questions mentioned previously, when considered 
comparatively according to these several areas, reveals a large measure 
of similarity in thinking irrespective of where respondents resided. 
>lith respect to the first question, for example, that concerned with 
perception of the extent of poverty, the ratios of subscription to 
the proposition that poverty was considerable were to some extent 
the same in all four areas, whatever the item of analysis deployed. 
(Most res~ondents in all areas felt poverty touches most or all 
neighborsl. Thus 48.5 families out of 603 in the Near North area which 
had up to six children felt poverty afflicted all or most families. 
In the East Omaha area 48 families out of 66 with a comoarable number 
of children felt similarly, as did 91 of 144 families of like size 
in South Omaha and 68 of 138 in Center City. o'lhen the same question 
is looked at in terms of the sex of the respondent or his race or the 
conditions under which he inhabits his dwelling, moreover, the 
emphases reflected in the answers are about the same. 
A like situation obtains when one considers the nature of the 
responses from the four areas to the question of what reasons account 
for the prevalence of poverty. Low pay and too few jobs were the 
most commonly proffered explanations.in each of the areas when viewed 
e.g., from the vantage points of level of educational attainment and 
employment status. Whatever the level of education of the respondents, 
that is, the answers advanced to explain the incidence of poverty 
were similar. Characteristically low pay took precedence over too 
few jobs at every educational level, although as the 
educational level rose among respondents in each area the disparity 
shrank to virtually nothing. vlhen looked at from the point of view 
of employment, however, these respective explanatory preferences were 
reversed, but held consistently for both the regularly employed and 
unemployed-but-looking categories in all four areas. In two of the 
areas too little education replaced low pay as a second choice about 
the likely cause of poverty. 
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And as to suggestions for helping to reduce the impact of poverty, 
more jobs were seen in all four areas as the best approach. If the 
same two scrutinizing items utilized with respect to the previous 
question (i.e., level of educational attainment and employment status) 
are deployed here, a comparable pattern emerges to that observed 
earlier. That is, whatever the employment status of respondents or 
their level of educational attainment, the predominant answer was the 
same in each area. It remained the predominant answer also as the 
level of educational attainment rose in each area, although by some-
what different margins. The second-place suggestion for remedying 
poverty .. (more education) was likewise a uniform choice in every area 
under the above-mentioned circumstances. 
\tlhen respondents in every area 1;c· r·e queried regarding the 
organizations they knew of which could help the poor, the Salvation 
Army was a consistent first choice when considered from the perspective 
of race. This was true for all four areas, although ADC emerged as 
an equally desired first choice in two areas when the thrust of the 
analysis shifted from race to size of family. Catholic Charities 
was a close second choice in one area when considered from this vantage 
point. 
Responses touching upon the question of what makes these organ-
izations helpful fall closely upon the pattern noted in the preceding 
paragraph. 
vlhen the answers are considered to the question of whether more 
convenient locations for these offi.ces are in order, a reasonably 
consistent pattern among the four areas is again detectable. Viewed 
from the perspective of race, for example, 101 negative answers 
(disdaining changes) from Caucasians in the Near North area emd 146 
from Negroes are matched by, respectively, 6J and 224 affirmative 
replies. In the South area, however, it was 29 and 8 in the negative 
and 4·7 and 20 in the affirmative; while in the East Omaha area it was 
16 and 0 versus J9 and 0. In the Central area the responses broke 
down to 80 and 2 in the affirmative and JJ and 1 in the negative. 
This information suggests a more pronounced Negro endorsement of 
changes in location in those areas containing the most Negroes, but 
sizeable Caucasianr:support of a like position even in those areas 
where Negroes are proportionately fewer. The strongest endorsement 
of changes as well as the strongest support of no change came from 
Caucasians in every area except the Near North. 
Replies to the question about where poverty families v1ould go for 
assistance manifest a uniform agreement among all categories of marital 
status in every area to seek out county welfare first. While this 
outlook was broadly based, as noted, the extent of its subscription 
varied somewhat among the four areas. Among families where husbands 
and wives lived together, for example, such a predisposition ranged 
from a high of lJO (households) in the Near North area, with J7 
favoring the next alternative (Salvation Army), to 15 in the South 
Area, with 11 favoring the same second source, Notwithstanding 
differences in the number of persons interviewed in the respective 
areas, these figures give some brief insight into the variation in 
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support for these several sources of assistance. Second and third 
(family) choices have been identical .in all four areas, with the 
variations in degree of support as noted heretofore. Rather com-
parable patterns emerge in the replies irrespective of the particular 
vantage points from wllich they are appraised(~, age, sex, etc.). 
A11<1 l"CGal'd ing perceptlon of the effects of povert;;y 1 there is a like pattern of consistency in the responses from every area. Con-
sidered from the point of view of the ages or respondents, for example, 
the effects of poverty on children was uniformly the first concern 
of families not over 30 years of age.in each area. For families in the 
age brackets of 31-49 the unus of poverty lay in disease in one area 
(South) and again in its effects upon cllildren in the other three. 
In all of these instances the margin of pre-eminence for these respec-
tive choices was not at all pronounced. For families beyond 50 years 
of age the concern about children again was paramount in the case 
of two areas (Near North and South), but shifted to disease (Central) 
and lack of food (East) by very small margins in two other areas. 
\'/hen respondents were asked about their willingness to help in 
alleviating poverty, the affirmative answers were in preponderance in 
every area. The margin of endorsement varied from one area to another, 
an& viewed from the perspective of marital status brought a range of 
favorable interest which ran from a high of 315 yes votes ( to 90 no) 
in the l,:ear North area to 25 yeas and 20 no votes in the i!:ast area. 
(The more exact approach utilized here was that of married persons liv-
ing together). From the vantage point of age, the affirmative responses 
ran from a high of 247 yes votes and 50 no votes in the Near North 
area among those respondents aged 30 years or less, to a low of 27 
yes and 26 no votes in the Center area. '-!hat this suggests, of course, 
is that although prevailing sentiment was similar in eacll area the 
extent of its predominance varied according to particular localized 
circumstances. 
It is in the matter of l'ihat convenient places the residents of 
poverty neighborhoods deemed most suitable for neighborhood meetings 
to d.iscuss assisting the poor that the pronounced differences in choices 
emerge among the four areas. Viewed from the perspective of age 
(o-30 years), for example, churches, recreational agencies, and schools 
were evenly supported in one (Near Notth) area, churches in another 
(Center), and recreation agencies in a third(South). i'ihatever the 
van~age point from which an analysis of preferences is launched, 
indeed, responses in this matter show considerable variation. Such 
variations in preference would appear to have no greater significance 
than acknowledging the established impressions as to convenient 
facilities which time has implanted in the minds of respondents of 
the respective areas. 
(It will be understood that in the foregoing commentary not 
every point of analysis has been explored relative to delineating the 
extent of agreement and disagreement in responses among the various 
areas. The thrust of the analysis in these paragraphs has sought 
only to sketch in broad terms the relative breadth of consensus in 
the replies, viewed in terms of groups of census tracts, as that 
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consensus coincides largely with the character of the replies ~ 
masse as these have been probed in depth in the preceding tables,) 
The responses to the various questions, mentioned previously, 
indicate no conspicuous divergencies when scrutinized according to 
an areal grouping of interviewed families, as contrasted with the 
essence of the en masse replies. Quantitative differences are more 
discernible areally, reflecting the varying numbers of respondents 
encountered in the conduct of interviews in the several groupings of 
census tracts. But underlying sentiments and opinions about causes 
and effects of poverty, its assuagement and prevention across time, 
and the contr1:butions to these ends which can be made by public and 
private (including individual) instrumentalities, remain remarkably· 
similar. 'vihatever the perspective from which analyses of responses 
are made -- in relation to age, sex, race, family size, condition 
of employment, or whatever -- the gist of the opinions, whether 
considered areally or en masse, are remarkably kindred. The differ-
ences which do occur as a result of these distinct methods of analysis 
do not significantly alter, statistically or substantively, the key 
points of the findings noted elsewhere in this report, 
The Problem of the "Don't Knows" 
A sizeable portion of the responses to the various questions 
asked of interviewed families consisted of a "don 1 t know" or " no:· 
opinion". TJ1is category of replies ranged from one-third to one-
half of all family heads interviewed, depending upon the particular 
questions put to them. The more exact scope of the "don't know" 
or ''no opinion'' categories of replies to individual questions can 
be determined from the gaps manifested in the respective summaries of 
replies set forth in the preceding tables-the gaps 1'1hich exist between 
~hat portion of respondents expressing concrete judgments or opinions 
a.nd the total of all families interviewed. These "don 1 t know" or 
''no opinion" groupings for the most part reflect either uncertainty 
or ignorance or reticence on the part of respondents; and if they 
later became more concrete could, in the formulation of any community 
action program based upon information derived fi'.om the intervie;·;s, 
necessitate some qualifying of the meaning and implications inhering 
in those preferences and positive opinions given by the remaining 
segments of respondents. 
The Test of Statistical Significance 
The following components of previously listed tables have been 
found to be statistically significant at least to the .05 level (chi 
square): Table V (race, home ownership, education); Table VI; 
Table VII (marital statusl age, race, horne ownership, education); 
Table IX (education, race1; Table X; Table XI (race, sex, family 
size); Table XII; Table XIII (age, family size)· Table XV (race, 
home o;o.'llership, family size, level of education); Table XVI; Table 
XVII (marital status, age, race family size, home ownership, level ~f edu~a~ion, employment status); Table XIX (family size, education)i 
Lable XXl (race, family size, employment status, age, marital status1; 
Table XXII; 'rable XXIII (marital status, family size, race, home own-
ership, employment status, education); Table XXIV; Table XXV (educa-
tion, family size, race, home ownership, marital status, age). 
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